We are living in times where the call for 'education for tomorrow's world' and 'education for an uncertain world' with focus upon problem-solving abilities, thinking skills and creativity is increasingly used as an argument to change current education and assessment systems (Schleicher, 2018) . Different forms of assessments have been criticised for not being well enough aligned with learning theory, and researchers have argued 'that if assessment is to serve the learning goals of education, then this discussion on the relationship between assessment and learning should be developed further' (Baird, Andrich, Hopfenbeck, & Stobart, 2017, p. 317) . In his recently published book, Andreas Schleicher makes a call for better assessment, writing 'Good tests should provide a window into students' thinking and understanding, and reveal the strategies a student uses to solve a problem' (Schleicher, 2018, p. 277) . These statements are easy to endorse, but much more challenging to address.
In the current regular issue of Assessment in Education, we publish articles which on different levels exemplify what the field of Education is grasping with for the moment, and not unexpectedly, systems around the world still struggle with the lack of coherence between tests, assessments, curricula, students' learning and classroom practices. As policy makers gradually pick up the new buzz words of 'teaching for tomorrow's world' and '21st century skills', examination systems around the world continue to deliver exams that echo of the previous century. The complexity around assessment, testing and education systems are of course a part of the challenge to improve the current state of affairs. As the Special Issue 3/2018 documented (Isaacs & Lamprianou, 2018) , policy reforms in education struggle to take into account the learners who are affected by them (Barrance & Elwood, 2018) , the different stakeholders' views such as teachers and policy makers (Lillejord, Elstad, & Kavli, 2018) and expectations regarding the use of assessment (Imlig & Ender, 2018) . This issue follows up some of these challenges.
In the first article, DeLuca et al. (this issue) reports from a study where the research team investigated teachers' approaches to classroom assessment in relation to existing accountability and standards-based education. The aim was to provide information that could serve as more targeted pre-service assessment education and in-service professional learning opportunities to enhance teachers' assessment literacy. A total of 404 teachers across Canada and United States responded to a survey Approaches to Classroom Assessment Inventory, developed and administrated by the research team. Teachers' approaches to assessment were measured along four assessment literacy themes: (a) Assessment Purposes, (b) Assessment Processes, (c) Assessment Fairness and (d) Measurement Theory. Teachers' approaches were linked to contemporary assessment standards. One of the perhaps surprising findings from this study is the fact that teachers overall did not differ with respect to their assessment approaches, across different teaching divisions, but early career teachers tended towards a more standardised approach than mid-career teachers who tended to employ a more equitable approach. The authors interpret these results in light of previous research, which suggest that more experienced teachers use more varied approaches. The researchers suggest that this finding might have implications for the pre-service training of teachers, as it would be harder to change teacher practices to assessment in in-service courses. They suggest professional learning opportunities should be given to teachers based upon their career stage and previous assessment education, to maximise these efforts to enhance teachers' assessment literacy.
In their country profile of the Japanese assessment system, Kuramoto and Koizumi (this issue) write about current discussions around large-scale assessment in Japan, suggesting a current affective ambivalence towards tests, such as test aversion and dependence. Further, they have documented that there seems to be conflicting government discussions regarding the national assessment of academic achievement at primary and middle schools, which again is linked to university entrance examinations. The authors conclude that there might be a lack of appreciation for the principles of measurement, as well as a lack of testing experts in Japan, which leads to discussions of assessment where the principle of measurement is not understood well enough. They call for policy makers to recognise the conflict between the principles of education and principles of measurement, to ensure Japan's future educational testing context.
While certain countries now implement a pedagogy with less traditional classrooms, experiment with new technological solutions and give students rich tasks to enhance deep-learning, other countries still emphasise what has been characterised as more traditional classrooms and factual knowledge, which leads to students using memorising strategies for their exams. In their article, Dogbey & Dogbey (this issue) present results after examining the Core Mathematics assessment of the West African Examination Council in Ghana for Depth of Knowledge and Context Characteristics over a 20-year period, from 1993 to 2013. After reviewing 1245 assessment items, they concluded that 80% of them basically assessed students' ability to either recall basic facts or perform straightforward routine procedures. While 70% of the items had abstract contexts, the rest had a semi-reality or real-life reference context. The authors discuss the results in light of the most referenced educational reform documents in Ghana, Report of the Education Commission on Basic Education of the 1987 Educational Reform (Evans-Anfom, 1987 ) and the Report of the President's Committee on Review of Education Reforms in Ghana of the 2007 Educational Reform Programme (AnamuahMensah, 2007) , documents which specifically emphasise teaching mathematics by linking knowledge and students' experiences. The authors find it troubling that the WASSCE Core Mathematics does not include more items that are context-rich involving higher-order thinking, and suggest the tests compel teachers to teach to the test, with students showing less interest in content that teachers are teaching in the class, but which is not on the test.
In another study from Africa, Humble, Dixon, and Schagen (this issue) set out to identify whether one of three conventional IQ tests is more capable of identifying intellectual potential amongst poor children in Dar es Salaam. The authors acknowledge that there has been much debate around the utilisation of conventional intellectual ability tests. Based upon their study, including 1857 students in 17 schools in poor districts of Dar es Salaam, the researchers suggest that static testing may not fully elicit the abilities of the children. In fact, dynamic testing might provide a more fair and equitable means of assessment. The article is a reminder of the importance to critically investigate measures used, and in what contexts they are applied and how. If the aim is to support students' possibilities and life chances, we critically need to investigate what kinds of assessment are used in decision-making processes, whether it is school exams, classroom assessments or diagnostic tests.
Finally, we publish a book review written by Jaap Scheerens, of the 'The Routledge international handbook of educational effectiveness and improvement. Research, policy and practice' edited by Christopher Chapman, Daniel Muijs, David Reynolds, Pam Sammons, Charles Teddlie. According to Scheerens, the 17 chapters Handbook serves well the purpose when it comes to organising the field, positioning it with respect to relevant environments and taking stock of achievements and developments (Scheerens, this issue) . The Handbook covers areas such as research methodology, theory development, knowledge base, school improvements, system level effectiveness and reform, and future directions. Although the Handbook is international, Sheerens suggests there is relative under-representation of recent US-based research, and hence two important areas receive superficial treatment, teacher effectiveness and curriculum alignment. Sheerens further questions a few of the chapters where effectively researchers are invited to side with teaching professionals in their protest against the government, or to take inspiration from critical social theory and abandon a value free stance in nothing less than a 'paradigm shift'. He further claims that although it might be sympathetic, the propagation of 'ecologically relevant orientations' does not belong in a Handbook of educational effectiveness and improvement research.
Moving forward, we will need to discuss what counts as research, and if and when researchers should speak up and make their voices heard in an uncertain world with governments led by unpredictable leaders who cherry pick research findings in favour of their next educational reform.
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